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Abstract 
 
The current research aimed to examine evidence for the construct validity of the 
three-factor model of social identity as measured by the Three Dimensional Strength of 
Group Identification Scale proposed by Cameron (2004). The 12 item version of the 
Three Dimensional Strength of Group Identification Scale was used to collect data from 
an undergraduate sample (N = 219) to assess their social identification across three 
distinct group memberships. This data was subjected to Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
to examine the fit of the three-factor model of social identity in comparison to fit indices 
for one and two-factor models. The results indicate that the three-factor model is the 
most parsimonious and best fit to the data, providing empirical support for the 
hypothesized three-factor structure of social identity. In addition, the fact that different 
patterns of means and correlations emerged across groups emerged on the three 
dimensions, provides further evidence for a multidimensional model of social 
identification.  
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Three-Dimensional Strength Of Identification Across Group Memberships:                                   
A Confirmatory Factor Analysis. 
The concept of social identity has grown to be of great importance in social 
psychology literature.  In particular, the development of social identity theory (Tajfel, 
1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) has seen a proliferation of research utilizing the concept. 
The most widely used measure of social identification to date is that developed by 
Brown and colleagues (Brown, Condor, Mathews, Wade, & Williams, 1986). However, 
research based on this scale or close variations tends to show social identity as a single 
dimension, with factor analytic results denoting item directionality rather than construct 
dimensionality (Brown et al., 1986; Kelly, 1988). More recently, debate and evidence 
has emerged in the literature suggesting that social identification is, in fact, a 
multidimensional construct.  
Deaux (1996) in a review of the social identification literature argues that 
cognitive processes, emotional associations and interdependence between group 
members are all important aspects of the social identification process (see Deaux, 1996, 
for more detail). Several authors have found empirical evidence for the 
multidimensional nature of social identification  (Cameron & Lalonde, 2001; Ellemers, 
Kortekaas, & Ouwerkerk, 1999; Hinkle, Taylor, Fox-Cardamone, & Crook, 1989; 
Jackson, 2002; Jackson & Smith, 1999). Karasawa (1991) distinguished between 
identification with the group and identification with group members.  Hinkle et al. 
(1989) found evidence for three components: an affect aspect, a cognitive aspect and a 
group dynamics aspect. Ellemers et al. (1999) reported findings indicating three factors 
of social identification; group self esteem, self categorization and commitment to the 
group. Recently, Jackson (2002) presented evidence for three factors very similar to 
those reported by Cameron (2004) self categorization (a cognitive component), 
evaluation of the group (an affective component) and perceptions of solidarity (ingroup 
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ties component). While the factor structure of social identity does vary across these 
studies, the concept of multidimensionality is in line with Tajfel’s (1978) original 
definition of the construct, which describes social identity as deriving from knowledge 
of group membership, and the value and emotional significance attached to that 
membership. 
Cameron (2004), recently proposed a multidimensional measure of social 
identity which encapsulates the three dimensions theorized by Deaux (1996) and that 
have been shown to emerge in many of the studies on social identification examining 
the multidimensional nature of the construct. This scale measures three aspects of social 
identity.  Cognitive centrality, is the cognitive prominence of a given group 
membership, and is similar to the self categorization dimensions which emerged in 
Ellmers et al’s. (1999) and Jackson’s (2002) findings. Ingroup affect, refers to the 
emotional evaluation of that group membership, encapsulating the affective dimension 
which has emerged in many studies (e.g. Ellmers et al., 1999; Jackson, 2002; Hinkle 
1989). Finally, Ingroup ties, refers to the perception of similarity and bonds with other 
group members, which again can be seen to have much in common with the findings of 
previous research (e.g. Ellmers et al, 1999; Jackson, 2002; Hinkle 1989; Karasawa, 
1991).   
Evidence for this conceptualization of social identity has been found across 
several studies conducted on diverse populations, from work on sense of community 
and social identification in geographical and internet communities (Obst, Zinkiewicz, & 
Smith, 2002), through exploration of gender and race identification (Boatswain & 
Lalonde, 2000; Cameron & Lalonde, 2001), to the stringent testing of the model using 
confirmatory factor analysis (Cameron, 2004). In his recent paper, Cameron (2004) 
tested a unidimensional model of social identification, a two dimensional model 
(cognitive and emotional aspects) and the three factor model (cognitive centrality, 
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ingroup ties and ingroup affect). Overall, he found that the data was best explained by 
the three-factor model in four different studies examining the social identification of 
respondents with their university, gender and nation.  
While research points to the validity of a three-factor model of social 
identification in line with that proposed by Cameron (2004), the majority of this work 
has been exploratory. Only Cameron’s (2004) paper provides a stringent empirical test 
of the model using CFA, an analytic technique for testing the fit between the data and a 
pre-existing model, more appropriate in such cases than exploratory factor analytic 
techniques (see Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999). Given that this scale 
assessing three factors is a relatively recent addition to the social identity literature, yet 
has the real potential to greatly extend research in the area, further examination of the 
validity and applicability of the scale is warranted. 
Therefore, the purpose of the current research is to provide further assessment of 
the validity of the three-factor model of social identity as measured by the Three-
Dimensional Strength of Group Identification Scale proposed by Cameron (2004).  The 
12 item version of the Three Dimensional Strength of Group Identification Scale was 
used to collect data from an undergraduate sample to assess their social identification 
with various group memberships.  
The group memberships assessed in this study were sex, student, and 
membership of a self-generated interest group. Identification as male or female 
represents identification with a large scale ascribed category. Identification as a student 
from a particular university is a commonly used category in much social identification 
research, and represents a smaller more localized categorization based on a particular 
current role. Identification with a particular interest group chosen by the participants is a 
categorization based on personal interest/beliefs or values, and, thus, is arguably the 
most personal of all the group memberships.     
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This data was then subjected to confirmatory factor analysis to examine the fit of 
three theoretically competing models across all three group memberships. Firstly, the 
three factor model proposed and supported by Cameron (2004) comprised of the 
dimensions of cognitive centrality, ingroup affect and ingroup ties. Secondly, a two 
factor model comprised of a cognitive dimension and an affective dimension, as 
although the number and type of dimensions found in past research are not consistent, 
most have in common a cognitive and affective dimension.  Finally, both these 
multidimensional models were compared to a unidimensional model of social 
identification.   
In the multidimensional models, the dimensions were allowed to correlate, 
rather than forced to be orthogonal. While some studies (e.g. Ellmers et al., 1999) have 
found evidence for the orthogonality of dimensions, most studies have found moderate 
correlations to exist between dimensions (e.g. Cameron, 2004; Jackson, 2002). 
Theoretically, a relationship between Centrality, Ingroup Ties and Ingroup Affect would 
be expected. As suggested by McGarty (1999), social categorization, acknowledging 
our membership in a particular group,  is a necessary precondition for any affective 
feelings that go with that membership. Therefore, it is reasonable to presume that an 
inherent relationship between centrality and the other social identification dimensions 
exists.    
One of the potential benefits of a multidimensional conceptualization and 
associated measurement of social identification, rather than a unidimensional form, is 
the rich detail provided by examining each of the separate underlying dimensions. 
Firstly, the level of integration between the underlying factors may differ, reflecting 
potentially revealing information about the degree of association between the affective, 
cognitive awareness and ties with other members, components of social identity for a 
specific group membership. Secondly, in the case of investigating multiple group 
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memberships simultaneously, examining mean differences between groups on the 
separate dimensions allows for focused conclusions to be drawn in relation to which 
elements of social identity (i.e. affective, cognitive, and ties with other members) are 
producing differences in overall levels of social identification. Thus, based on the best 
fitting model, the present study also examined group differences on the separate 
dimensions of social identification. Both correlations between the subscales and the 
differences in the strength of their relationships in the different group memberships, and 
differences in the means on each subscale across groups were assessed.   
 
Method 
Participants and Procedure 
Participants were 219 first year university students (63 males and 156 females) 
who participated in the experiment to gain course credit. The age range was 17 years to 
62 years, with a mean of 23.48 years (SD = 8.51 years).  
Materials 
Research materials consisted of a questionnaire including items assessing, 
amongst other measures, basic demographics (age and gender) and the 12-item Three-
Dimensional Strength of Group Identification Scale (Cameron, 2003). This scale was 
repeated for each of three group identities: sex, student, and self selected interest group 
generated by participants. The major interest groups listed by participants included 
sports clubs, internet groups, professional associations, student associations, music 
clubs, dance clubs, religious groups, craft groups, parents groups, and social groups. 
Items were modified consistently across group memberships. Four items assessed each 
aspect of social identity: cognitive centrality (e.g., “I often think about being a a 
member of my interest group”); ingroup affect (e.g., “ In general I’m glad to be a 
university student”); and ingroup ties (e.g., “I don’t feel a strong sense of being 
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connected to other male/females”; see Table 2 for complete list of items). All items 
were responded to on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 
agree). Fifty percent of the items on the scale required reverse scoring; these items were 
reverse scored before analysis. The questionnaires were counterbalanced in relation to 
the presented order of group membership items. Analysis via ANOVA confirmed that 
no order effects existed. 
 
Results 
Preliminary Analysis 
Missing Data Analysis revealed that 1 case had 15% missing data, but no other 
case had more than 2%. The missing data was scattered randomly across variables with 
no item displaying more than 2% missing data. The 1 case was deleted and all other 
missing data were deleted listwise during analysis. Data was screened for outliers and 
multivariate normality via Mahalanobis distance, but no deletion made as no one case 
was thought to have undue influence on the data.   
Confirmatory Factor Analysis  
Confirmatory factor analysis via EQS V5.76 software was used to assess the fit 
between the data and one (social identification comprised of the full twelve item scale), 
two (cognitive comprised of the items measuring centrality and affective comprised of 
the items measuring ingroup ties and ingroup affect) and three (cognitive centrality, 
ingroup affect and ingroup ties) factor models of social identification. The models tested 
allowed items to load only on a single factor, with uncorrelated measurement error 
terms. The factors themselves were allowed to correlate. Table 1 presents both absolute 
and comparative fit indices for each group membership and each model.  
The χ2 statistic is a test of the alternative hypothesis that there is a difference 
between the empirical model and the actual model. The statistic, however, is very 
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sensitive to sample size, thus the normed χ2  (χ2/df )  is also presented. A value less than 
1 indicates overfit, a value over 1 but less than 2 a good fit and a value between 2 and 3 
an acceptable fit. The goodness of fit index (GFI) indicates the extent the data fits the 
model above no model. A value above .9 indicates an adequate fit. A number of 
comparative fit indices are also included. The comparative fit index (CFI) and the 
Incremental Fit Index (IFI) are measures of how much better the model fits the data 
compared to one where no relationships exits. The non normed fit index (NNFI) also 
allows for model overfit indicating lack of parsimony. Again, for all of these indices, 
values above .9 indicate reasonable fit (Bentler, 1990; Hu & Bentler, 1999).  
In addition to these indices, two more absolute indices are included; the root 
mean-square residual (RMR) and the root mean-square error of approximation 
(RMSEA). These indices measure the average difference between the null and alternate 
models per element of the variance -covariance matrix and, thus, give quite different 
information from the other indices. Ideally, these indices should be less than .05 but 
values less than .08 also indicate reasonable fit (Bentler, 1990; Brown & Cudeck, 1993, 
Hu & Bentler, 1999). 
As can be seen in Table 1, all indices show improvement in the three-factor 
model above the one or two factor model. For each group membership, the three factor 
model displayed a significant improvement in the χ2 value over the one factor (p < .001) 
or two factor model (p < .001). The Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) also shows that 
the three-factor model has the most parsimonious model fit. Further, results show that 
the three-factor model displayed a pattern of adequate fit index in all group 
memberships. For the sex group membership only, the RMSEA is marginally above the 
recommended cut off of .08 (Bentler, 1990; Hu & Bentler, 1998). Although all χ2 were 
significant, the normed χ2  show the model was an adequate fit in the interest and  
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student groups, while being slightly above the cutoff of 3 for the sex group membership 
data (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 
 Table 2 presents the factor loadings for each item on their specific subscales. In 
the interest group data, all of the items loaded at 0.50 or above. Both the sex and student 
group data displayed two items loading below 0.50. Examination of items showed that 
in both groups, the item  “I often think about being an (ingroup member)” loaded below 
.50. The item “In general I’m glad to be an (ingroup member)” loaded below .50 in the 
student group data and the item “I don’t feel good about being an (ingroup member)” 
loaded below .50 in the sex group data. All other items loaded above 0.50 in all groups.  
 In the interest and student group data, no variables displayed standard residuals 
above .25 with any other variables. However, in the sex group membership data, “I 
often think about being an (ingroup member)” and “Generally I feel good about myself 
when I think about being an (ingroup member)” shared a standard residual of .261. 
 Table 3 presents internal reliability statistics in the form of alpha co-efficients, 
means and standard deviations for each subscale and the total scale. Factor correlations 
are also presented in this table. As can be seen in Table 3, internal reliability was 
adequate to good (de Vaus, 2002) across all groups for all subscales and the total scale. 
Alpha coefficients ranged from .83 to .91 for the total scale, .75 to .85 for centrality, .70 
to .82 for ingroup affect and .78 to .87 for ingroup ties. Correlations between factors 
ranged from .29 to .57, indicating a moderate association. Factors were strongly 
correlated with the total scale (.60 to .88). The pattern of means showed the highest 
scores on the ingroup affect factor and the lowest scores on the centrality factor across 
all three group memberships. 
A series of dependent groups ANOVAS were conducted on the total scale and 
the subscale to examine the pattern of differences in means across group memberships. 
A significant difference between groups memberships emerged on the total scale (F (2, 
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216) = 23.61, p < .001); on the Centrality subscale (F (2, 216) = 7.20, p = .001); and on 
the Ingroup Ties subscale (F (2, 216) = 52.19, p < .001). However, no significant 
difference between group memberships emerged on the Ingroup Affect subscale. 
Bonferroni adjusted post hoc comparisons showed that, for both the total scale and the 
Ingroup Ties scale, the male/female category showed a significantly higher mean (M = 
5.15 and 5.17 respectively) than the interest group category (M = 4.89 and 4.89 
respectively) which, in turn, were significantly higher than the means for the student 
group category  (M = 4.61 and 4.11 respectively). On the Centrality subscale, the 
male/female category displayed a significantly higher mean (M = 4.61) than either the 
student group category (M = 4.31) or the interest group category (M = 4.21). The latter 
two groups did not differ significantly on the Centrality subscale.   
 An examination was made also of the pattern of correlations between the 
subscales for each group membership by testing the difference between correlations 
with Williams’ (1959) test of the difference between two non-independent correlations 
(see Howell, 1987, for full details of this procedure).  Results revealed that the 
correlation between Centrality and Ingoup Affect did not differ between group 
memberships. The correlation between Centrality and Ingroup Ties did not differ 
between the sex and student group memberships, but was significantly larger in the 
interest group membership (r = .57) than in the male/female group membership (r = .29,  
Z = 3.63, p < .001) and the student group membership (r = .42,  Z = 2.08, p = .038).  
The correlation between Ingroup Ties and Ingroup Affect was significantly lower in the 
student group membership (r = .29) than in the male/female group membership (r = .48, 
Z = 2.33, p= .020) or the interest group membership (r = .57,  Z = 3.62, p < .001). The 
latter two groups did not differ significantly.  
 Examining group differences in the correlations between the subscales and the 
total scale, the correlation between Centrality and the total scale was significantly lower 
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in the male/female group membership (r = .76) than in the interest group membership (r 
= .85,  Z = 2.70, p = .007), but did not differ significantly between other groups. The 
correlation between Ingroup Affect and the total scale was significantly lower in the 
student group membership (r = .60) than in the male/female group membership (r = .79, 
Z = 3.93, p < .001) or the interest group membership (r = .74, Z = 2.67, p = .008). The 
correlations in the latter two groups did not differ significantly. Finally the correlation 
between Ingroup Ties and the total scale was significantly lower in the male/female 
group membership (r = .73), than in the student group membership (r = .81, Z = 2.06, p 
= .041) or the interest group membership (r = .88, Z = 4.65, p < .001). This correlation 
was also significantly smaller in the student group membership (r = .81) than in the 
interest group membership (r = .88, Z = 2.58, p = .009). 
Discussion 
 The results of this study provide solid support for Cameron’s (2004) concept of 
social identity as a multidimensional construct. Examination of the fit indices produced 
by the confirmatory factor analysis show that the three-factor model was a better fit for 
the data than either the one or two factor models. Further adequate fit indices were seen 
across group memberships indicating a degree of configural invariance. Thus, these 
findings are a strong indication of the applicability of the theoretical concept and 
measurement to diverse types of group memberships from ascribed categories to groups 
based on personal interest. 
Examination of the factor loadings show that, in general, items loaded strongly 
on their specified factors. However, one item displayed lower loading in two of the 
group memberships.  This item, “I often think about being an (ingroup member)” also 
showed high standard residuals with the item “Generally I feel good about myself when 
I think about being an (ingroup member)” during analysis. Cameron (2004) allowed the 
cross loading of this item on 2 factors, suggesting that it is not a pure measure of either 
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construct. The high standard residuals associated with these two items suggest that 
respondents are not clearly distinguishing between the questions or that these items are 
not well explained by the model (Bentler, 1995). These results, in combination with 
Cameron’s (2004) own research, suggests that the modification of these scale items 
could improve the model fit.  
Cameron (2004) found moderate correlations ranging from .13 to .61 across all 
four studies, with ingroup affect and ingroup ties having the most consistent and 
strongest relationship across studies. In the current study, while all factors displayed 
moderate relationships across all groups memberships, no consistent pattern emerged. 
This may present further support for the distinctiveness of the constructs of ingroup ties 
and affect.  
Examination of the differences in means and correlations between subscales 
across the three group memberships provides further insight into the advantages of 
using a multidimensional measure of social identification rather than a undimensional 
measure. Firstly, when looking at overall social identification, a significant difference 
emerged between all group memberships. Participants identified more strongly with 
their personal interest group membership than with their role based membership of the 
student category. As the interest group category represented a very personal group 
membership, it is unsurprising that participants felt more identification with this 
category than the student category.  Interestingly, participants identified more strongly 
with their ascribed group membership male or female, than with the other group 
memberships.  This finding may be a result of the group boundaries for this membership 
being seen as impermeable and, thus, social identity and personal identity being 
strongly linked, while in the other group memberships boundaries are perceived as 
permeable, allowing participants to engage in different strategies to enhance the status 
linked to these social identities (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  
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Examining group means on the three dimensions of social identification 
highlights some important differences between dimensions. The pattern identified on 
the overall social identification scale also emerged on the ingroup ties subscale. This 
finding indicates that the perception of similarity and bonds between group members 
was sensitive to different group memberships, with stronger ties to others in the 
personal group membership than the student category. The strong level of ties with 
other same sex membersmay be due to the link between personal and social identity in 
the case of ascribed categories. However, on the centrality subscale, while identification 
was higher with the ascribed male/female category, no difference was evidenced 
between the student and interest group categories. Thus, while their cognitive awareness 
of being male or female was stronger than the other categories, potentially due to the 
stronger link to personal identity, participants were equally aware of their membership 
in both the student and interest group categories. Finally, of note, is that no difference 
emerged between group categories on the emotional dimension of ingroup affect. The 
emotional evaluation of each group membership was quite positive and it appears the 
processes operating in the other dimensions which lead to differences across groups did 
not occur in this affective appraisal.  
Similarly, when we examine the patterns of correlations between the subscales, 
differences emerge across the three group memberships. The relationship between 
centrality and affect did not differ across groups, indicating the interplay between 
awareness of group membership and feelings about that group membership remain 
constant across the ascribed, role and personal group memberships. In the present study, 
the relationship between ingroup affect and ingroup ties is weaker in the student 
category than the other categories, while the relationship between centrality and ingroup 
ties is stronger in the interest group than the other groups. The relationship between 
centrality and the total scale and ingroup ties and the total scale was strongest in the 
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interest group, followed by the student category and then the same sex category, whilst 
the relationship between affect and the total scale was weaker in the student category 
than in the other two categories. Overall, it appears that the relationship between 
ingroup affect and the other dimensions shows the least variability across groups, 
consistent with the finding that groups did not differ on this dimension. Hence, in the 
current data it appears that the dimension of ingroup ties is the most sensitive dimension 
of social identification to different types of ingroup categorizations, whilst ingroup 
affect is the least sensitive to category differences.  
The finding that different patterns emerged on each of the subscales provides 
further evidence for the multidimensionality of social identification. If all subscales had 
showed the same pattern of results as overall social identification, it could be argued 
that there is little value in examining the underlying dimensions of social identification. 
However, the fact that participants showed different levels of cognitive awareness, 
emotional evaluation and ingroup ties in different group categories suggests that the 
subscales could be sensitive to the different contributions that particular social groups 
make in relation to the various dimensions that contribute to the construction of our 
social selves.  
     Overall, the current findings support the construct validity of the Three- 
Dimensional Strength of Group Identification Scale. As such, the results of the present 
study add to the growing body of empirical evidence that suggests that the three-factor 
model of social identity has a sound theoretical and empirical basis. While evidence is 
emerging for the validity of Cameron’s (2004) Three-Dimensional Strength of Group 
Identification Scale, there is evidence from Cameron’s own research, as well as the 
current research, to suggest that participants are not distinguishing between the items “I 
often think about being an (ingroup member)” and “Generally I feel good about myself 
when I think about being an (ingroup member)” which, in fact, are designed to tap 
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different dimensions. Thus, some scale modification is recommended to continue to 
improve the construct validity of the scale.  
As stated, the current research provides strong support for Cameron’s (2004) 
conceptualization and measure of a three-dimensional model of social identification. 
This evidence is based on stringent testing of the model via CFA across multiple group 
memberships and the further analysis of the group differences that emerge when 
analyzing subscale means and relations between the various subscales. The major 
strength of this research lies in examining the social identification of participants’ 
membership in three very different categories from an ascribed group membership 
through to a group membership based on personal interest.  Including a self chosen 
interest group category extends on past research by showing the applicability of the 
scale to groups such as sports teams, church groups, internet groups and professional 
associations.  Future research should continue to assess the validity of the 
multidimensionality of social identity given the importance of this construct to the 
social identity literature. 
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Table 1 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Fit Indices for the Three Factor Model For Each Group 
Membership.  
One Factor    
Fit Indicator Sex Student Interest Group 
CFI .656 .564 .781 
IFI .662 .570 .783 
GFI .790 .714 .780 
NNFI .571 .555 .726 
RMR .106 .134 .090 
RMSEA .142 .184 .147 
AIC 189.28 325.26 206.60 
χ2 (df)   
Normed χ2  
277.28 (44) 
6.31 
413.26 (44) 
9.39 
294.12 (44) 
6.68 
Two Factor    
Fit Indicator Sex Student Interest Group 
CFI .744 .657 .838 
IFI .749 .652 .839 
GFI .835 .761 .823 
NNFI .673 .555 .792 
RMR .091 .126 .075 
RMSEA .140 .164 .125 
AIC 164.51 251.86 142.38 
χ2 (df)   
Normed χ2  
216.66 (43) 
5.04 
392 .05 (43) 
9.12 
228.39 (43) 
5.31 
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Three Factor 
   
Fit Indicator Sex Student Interest Group 
CFI .901 .923 .915 
IFI .902 .901 .916 
GFI .908 .912 .916 
NNFI .889 .917 .908 
RMR .071 .070 .066 
RMSEA .089 .077 .073 
AIC 59.84 9.22 33.01 
χ2 (df)   
Normed χ2  
141.84 (41) 
3.46 
91.22 (41)  
2.23 
115.01 (41) 
2.81 
Note all χ2  p < .001 
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Table 2  
CFA Factor Loadings for 12 Items of Three Factor Model across Group Memberships  
 
 
Scale Items 
Sex Student Interest 
Group 
 
Centrality 
   
I often think about being an (ingroup 
member). 
.48 .48 .60 
Being an (ingroup member) has little to do 
with how I feel about myself in general. 
.58 .53 .68 
Being an (ingroup member) is an important 
part of my self image. 
.73 .77 .63 
The fact I am an (ingroup member) rarely 
enters my mind. 
 
.54 
 
.54 
 
.57 
 
Ingroup Affect 
   
In general I’m glad to be an (ingroup 
member). 
.88 .41 .87 
I often regret being an (ingroup member). .56 .56 .64 
Generally I feel good about myself when I 
think about being an (ingroup member). 
.62 .50 .83 
I don’t feel good about being an (ingroup 
member). 
.45 .68 .56 
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Ingroup Ties 
I have a lot in common with other (ingroup 
members). 
.66 .63 .63 
I feel strong ties to other (ingroup members). .78 .74 .58 
I find it difficult to form a bond with other  
(ingroup members). 
.64 .54 .69 
I don’t feel a strong sense of being 
connected to (ingroup members). 
.70 .51 .50 
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Table 3  
Internal Reliabilities, Descriptives  and Correlations of Three Dimensional Strength of 
Group Identification Scale for Each Group Membership 
Scale Mean (SD) Centrality Ingroup Affect Ingroup Ties Total Scale 
Sex      
Centrality 4.61 (1.21) .75 .36*** .29*** .76*** 
Ingroup  
Affect 
5.88 (1.01)  .70 .48*** .79*** 
Ingroup Ties 5.17 (1.17)   .78 .73*** 
Total Scale 5.15 (.87)    .83 
 
Student 
     
Centrality 4.31 (1.32) .81 .32*** .42*** .81*** 
Ingroup  
Affect 
5.75 (1.05)  .82 .29*** .60*** 
Ingroup Ties 4.11 (1.31)   .81 .81*** 
Total Scale 4.61 (.94)    .84 
 
Interest 
Group 
     
Centrality 4.21 (1.31) .85 .46*** .57*** .85*** 
Ingroup  
Affect 
5.79 (1.02)  .80 .57*** .74*** 
Ingroup Ties 4.89 (1.35)   .87 .88*** 
Total Scale 4.89 (1.04)    .91 
Note: *** p < .001 
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